Introduction
Several quality indicators exist which are designed for the direct or indirect assessment of the quality of journals (Rousseau, 2002) . Usually, a combination of these indicators is used by the most important databases in order to select journals (Thomson Reuters, 2012; Medline, 2012, for example) , in the context of scientific assessment processes carried out by agencies or institutions, or by systems developed ad hoc to assess the quality of journals based in a given country. Among these indicators it is possible to distinguish between bibliometric indicators (impact factor, internationality indicators, endogamy indicators, etc.), visibility indicators (i.e. presence in databases), indicators concerning editorial formal quality and the editorial management of publications (such as peer review and its characteristics). Nevertheless, although the combination of various indicators provides a more precise picture of the quality of a given journal, the humanities and social sciences scholarly community often claims that the assessment of the quality of content is a fundamental element in evaluation processes. The experts from each discipline are, in fact, the only ones who can provide this assessment of content. By its own nature, this assessment is subjective and biased, as the perception of "quality" is different for each person and can be influenced by their own concept of what rigor is in research, by their knowledge of the disciplinary scope of the journals they have to assess or by their involvement as an author or member of the advisory board in a given journal. In the case of the research conducted by Donohue and Fox (2000) , using survey methodology and obtaining 243 usable answers, a positive but moderate correlation (r=0.58, n=46, p-value 0.0001) has been observed between the 5-year impact factor and the assessment made by the experts; in this sense, the moderate correlation shows a certain degree of discrepancy between these two measures.
Nevertheless, as has been proved in previous studies (Axarloglou & Theoharakis, 2003 , Nederhoff & Zwaan, 1990 , when the assessment is carried out by a large group of researchers in which various disciplines are represented, there is a convergence of opinions; that is to say, there is a concentration of votes by experts for a core of journals which could be considered key and as quality journals for each discipline. This could be particularly interesting in the assessment of the scientific activity processes in disciplines where the impact factor does not exist or is not a determinant. It is possible, as well, to identify journals which are considered not to be important, journals which are considered important by a limited number of faculty members and researchers, and journals which are considered important by most researchers. Above all, these assessments permit the calibration of the diversity of assessments made of different journals as a result of different schools of thought, approaches or areas of specialization. As Axarloglou & Theoharakis (2003) pointed out, diversity and pluralism in the disciplines does successfully contribute to their development and growth, but, nevertheless, Hodgson & Rothman (1999) pointed out that global research and the advisory boards of the top journals are dominated by a few institutions which defend their own ideas and approaches.
Assessing journals in a close-to-reality fashion involves taking into account the heterogeneity of the publications and opinions about these publications which can be found within a discipline, and this is one of the objectives of the survey on which this paper is based. The work of Axarloglou & Theoharakis (2003) is particularly illuminating in this sense, because it shows the differences in the assessment of the quality of journals provided by economists, depending on certain variables such as the school of thought in which these publications can be classified or the methodological approach followed in the research published in these journals. That is to say, they show that the perception of quality is neither coincident nor unanimous with the rankings or categorizations which are usually used in scientific assessment, and even varies among individuals belonging to an apparently homogeneous community, such as that of economists.
Nederhoff & Zwaan (1990) also addressed the measurement and analysis of perceived quality by Dutch and foreign scholars on a wide set of Dutch-based journals, using the survey as the information gathering technique. In the consultation of experts the respondents were asked to classify the journals as scholarly or non-scholarly, and a core of very important journals was identified which resulted from the overlapping of several quality characteristics.
The conclusions of the cited studies raise new questions regarding the debate between the practical "products" (databases, lists, etc.) which provide efficient solutions to scientific assessment processes and the more complex "products" which involve meeting the great diversity of parameters which affect the quality of publications. This idea is well expressed by Axarloglou & Theoharakis (2003, p.4) "The underlying perceptual heterogeneity with respect to Journal quality is a frequent cause of debate in tenure and promotion committees". In any assessment process, carefully carried out, that heterogeneity should be taken into consideration and, in this sense, a considerable number of indicators of a different nature could help to balance the weight and effects of a homogeneous assessment.
Objectives and methodology
It has been the general aim of this project to provide content quality indicators for Spanish social sciences and humanities journals. By doing this, the intention is to design and apply an extended range of quality indicators to scientific journals taken into account by the Spanish assessment agencies, which are available on websites such as DICE, RESH, In Recs, MIAR or CIRC, as examples of those most widely used. The main specific objective of this paper is to show and discuss the validity of the two quality indicators of scientific journals based on the opinion and content assessment provided by Spanish experts in the various disciplines of the humanities and the social sciences. For this purpose, the application of both indicators to the journals of two disciplines, anthropology and library and information science, is shown and the results and differences between both values are analyzed.
The information gathering instrument used is a web-form survey designed with PHP and MySQL, and the target population was comprised of 11,799 Spanish faculty members and researchers from various disciplines of the social sciences and the humanities, all which meet the condition of having, at least, a six year research period approved by the CNEAI 1 .
Compared to other international and national surveys, this is one of the biggest samples of researchers that has been used up to now. Although personal invitations to participate in the survey were made, the answers were absolutely anonymous. This survey sought to identify the quality of the journals according to the opinion of the experts themselves and, at the same time, to observe the diversity among the disciplines belonging to the social sciences and the humanities. In this sense, another relevant feature of the survey is the level of data aggregation: scientific specialization and not disciplines; this is an important point since several studies have shown that scholars' specialization is a determinant in the perception of a journal's quality. In order to achieve this, it was important to distinguish the answers according to the discipline of the respondents.
The survey included a total of five questions regarding different aspects related to the quality of scientific journals, and two of the answers have been the basis for the design and development of the indicators proposed in this work: In order to facilitate the completion of these two questions, lists of journals by discipline or sets of disciplines were offered. These lists included more than 1,900 Spanish journal titles and more than 8,000 foreign journals (so, in the near future a comparison of perceptions between Spanish and foreign journals will be possible). If the respondent did not find the journal he wanted to select in these extensive lists, the respondent had the option of adding the title of the publication.
The response rate was 45.6% (5,368 answers) although it varied considerably according to the different disciplines of the respondents. This response rate is one of the highest among those found in similar studies (Lowe, 2005 limited target set of researchers (385 surveys). This high response rate can be explained by the strong "awareness" of the community of Spanish scholars and teachers in the disciplines of the humanities and the social sciences regarding scientific assessment issues.
The survey provides two kinds of variables from which the indicators have been developed.
Firstly, the number of votes or times a given journal has been rated in any position (called by Axarloglou "familiarity" in his study). Secondly, the position (first, second or third) in which a given journal was voted. This indicator is related to the Average Rank Position which was proposed by Hull & Wright (1990) and also mentioned in the cited study, whereas the number of votes would be related to the concept of familiarity as detailed in Theoharakis & Hirst (2002) as well as in Oltheten (2005) . In the case of that study, familiarity was described as the number of times a given journal was positioned in the upper 20% of top quality journals.
Quality indicators according to experts
The information obtained from the survey is presented in a table similar to the following, which will be used as an example for the explanation and calculus of the two indicators developed. From the information given above a ranking can be derived. The information related to the quality of a journal is both the number of votes it has received as the first, second or third most important journal, as well as the scores the journal has received when voted in each position.
When the scores received by a journal as the first most important journal (or in the other two positions, second or third) are added together, the frequency with which the journal has been voted affects the overall sum of the scores; an increase of 1 in the number of votes means an increase of between 1 and 10 in the sum of scores for that position (as the first, second or third most important journal). A journal could be voted three times as the first most important and the scores could be 5, 5, and 5 for each vote, while another could also be voted three times as the first most important journal but receive a score of 10, 10 and 10. An additional vote for a given position (first, second or third) will always mean an increase in the sum of scores for a journal. From this direct relation between the number of votes and the sum of scores, it can be derived that the sum of the scores given to a journal is a representative measure of its perceived quality. Nevertheless, a single journal can be voted a different number of times (with different associated scores) in different positions. The values of the scores given to a journal can vary from 1 to 10, regardless of the position that journal is being voted for, and at the same time the indicator should be sensitive not only to the sum of scores, but also to the different positions (first, second or third) among which this scores are distributed. The sum of the scores, in first, second and third position, for journals M and N is the same: 43, but the score given to M in the first position is 1 higher than journal N, whereas N scores 1 higher when voted as the third most important journal. This makes the use of a weight necessary.
The general formula of the indicator would be the following:
Where:
can take three values: denotes first position, denotes the second position and denotes the third position.
: Are the scores given when voted as the first most important journal.
: Are the scores given when voted as the second most important journal.
: Are the scores given when voted as the third most important journal.
: Is the weight applied to the sum of scores when voted as the first most important journal.
: Is the weight applied to the sum of scores when voted as the second most important journal.
: Is the weight applied to the sum of scores when voted as the third most important journal. Regarding the value of the weight, the only condition it has to meet is: > > . This is because the scores given to a journal when voted as the first most important should be weighted with a higher value than when that same journal has been voted as the second or the third most important.
To ensure that this condition is met, two options are proposed. Firstly, it is possible to give an arbitrary weight to each sum of scores for first, second and third position. As an example, the value of : could be 3, the value of , 2 and the value of .This indicator is denominated V 1 :
The generic weight is notated here as in order to distinguish it from the weight applied to the second indicator V 2 (explained below) where the weight is noted as .
From table 1, indicator V 1 can be calculated, i.e. for journal A as follows:
Nevertheless, to assign a weight taking as the only condition that the values meet the mentioned condition could raise these questions: is it appropriate to give a weight to the first position which is three times larger than the weight given to the third position? Furthermore, it should be considered whether assigning an arbitrary and equal weight to all journals regardless of their discipline is the most adequate option, taking into account that the differences between the average scores given to journals voted as the first, second and third most important journals substantially vary among different disciplines and areas of specialization.
As a solution to these questions, it is proposed to deduce the value of the weights from the information given by the respondents itself, that is to say, from the results of the survey. By doing this, a possible value for the weight would be the average of the scores given by the respondents for each position (first, second or third); if the respondents give a high average score to the journals in first position, a smaller average score in the second position and an even smaller average in the third position, the condition for the weights would be met. Moreover, this weight would not be arbitrary, because it would be adjusted to the values given by the respondents for each discipline.
The weight proposed for indicator V 2 involves two measures for its value in each position, first, second or third.
The first measure is the average score per vote (ASV) in each position for all journals: the quotient of the total score given to all journals and the total number of votes received by all journals in each position.
In the case of journals in table 1: ASV 1 = ; ASV 2 = ; ASV 3 = For all disciplines it has been observed that ASV 1 > ASV 2 > ASV 3 , which means that these average scores meet, in all cases, the condition required. It is sensitive to differences in the scoring pattern, which differs among the different disciplines.
Nevertheless, these values are too big to be suitable weights: the values potentially range from 1 to 10, which in some cases is more than the sum of the values given by the respondents in the 1-10 scale.
A suitable solution to this problem is to include, as a denominator, the second measure used to develop this second weight, which is the sum of the three ASV. It is the same as expressing the average score per vote for each position in a per-unit range with respect to the sum of the three averages. This is , the weight applied in the case of the second indicator V 2 .
A further advantage of using this per-unit average score per vote is that the sum of the three values for the weights would always be 1. On the contrary, if "raw" ASV values where used as weights for the sum of scores given in each position, their sum would not be the same among different disciplines, which could involve comparability problems. The general formula for this weight is:
Using the data in table 1, the values of the weights applied to the sum of scores in first, second and third position would be: The tabulation of the results of the survey has offered the possibility; furthermore, of detecting multidisciplinary journals mentioned by respondents and which belong to different knowledge fields. A given journal can be included in various disciplines and obtain different values in each of these disciplines. This aspect opens the door to research in the context of multidisciplinary journals, referring to the consequences which the evaluation of journals could have for publications which have a multidisciplinary scope and which, maybe due to this factor, are not recognized as core publications in any discipline; that is to say, the possible penalization of specialized or multidisciplinary journals in assessment systems.
Discussion and conclusions
The assessment of a journal's content through expert opinion should be one more variable to be considered in the assessment of scientific journals. By doing so, formal or indirect quality indicators would be complemented, and the scientific knowledge of scholars and the value given by them to the journals in their disciplines would be taken into account and ascertained.
This proposal is not only based on the votes obtained by a journal given by the respondents, but also on the score and position given to it. In this sense, it differs from the method used by Nederhoff & Zwaan (1990) , based on average scores received by the journals. The indicators proposed in this study show more points in common with those presented by Axarloglou & Theoharakis (2003) . Basically, in all the formulae shown above, taken into account is the frequency with which a journal has been voted, the position assigned to it and a specific weight which allows both the generation of a ranking and evidence of the differences among journals. In the case of the study by Axarloglou & Theoharakis there is the variable "tier" in which respondents positioned the journal; respondents were asked to position each of the voted journals among the first 15 journals (first tier) or among the second 15 (second tier). This difference is fundamental, because the weight given to each journal depends on the tier in which it is positioned. The weight given by Axarloglou & Theoharakis to each journal is a constant value and the difference between the positions would be always a thirtieth, since the number of journals in both tiers is 30. In this paper, the weight is given by the average of the scores and the position in which the journals of each discipline appear (first, second or third position).
This represents an important advantage in the assessment of scientific activity in the humanities and the social sciences where different schools of thought, different positioning depending on the methodology used and a wide range of areas of specialization with different degrees of international projection can be found. To have an assessment of the content of the journals, which takes into account the characteristics of the sample, allows the particularities of each discipline to be attended to, but it does not allow raw comparisons between disciplines.
One of the results of Axarloglou & Theoharakis is that, although there is agreement among respondents regarding the top journals, it is also true that larger differences can be observed in relation to the more regional oriented journals. The geographic factor, the school of thought, the participation in or affiliation to a journal, the research methodology approach or the area of specialization and the characteristics of the institution of the respondent could affect and cause variations in the perception of the quality of a journal. All these factors allow them to affirm that "These findings should serve as a warning against monolithic research evaluation practices that do not account for the underlying differences of the community" (Axarloglou & Theoharakis, 2003) . In this sense, recent developments in Flanders (Engels et al, 2012) take into account a variety of sources and assessment procedures, among them is expert opinion in the form of panels, though survey methodology is not used.
In the formulae of both indicators V1 and V2 a greater preciseness can be appreciated in V 2 .
Mathematically, the second indicator (V2) could be considered more adjusted to the distribution of votes in different disciplines. If the value of the indicator is to be for public use, and therefore is going to be a reference and data to be taken into account by different specialists (evaluators, researchers, editors), it is recommended that the formulae be the easiest and the most precise possible. Too complex an indicator could cause mistrust among users and, in some cases, make comprehension difficult.
The results of the application of these indicators reveal the extent to which they are comparable and if there is a parallel or not between the values. The results conclude that there is a high correlation between them, although small differences are observed in the position of certain journals. A line of
research is now open to analyze the values of V2 for all journals, so that the opinion of specialists regarding the journals in their disciplines will become better known and described in more detail.
Nevertheless, the team which has developed this study decided to include the V1 indicator in the RESH 2 information system which makes a comprehensive assessment of all the Spanish scholarly journals in the humanities and the social sciences. The diversity of indicators in this information system will allow the correlation of variables such as the impact of journals and the assessment provided by experts. Nederhoff & Zwaan (1990) have worked previously on this last point, finding as one of the results that the journals with the best expert assessment score did coincide with those with the highest impact factor, but also finding cases in which the tendency is exactly the opposite.
The indicators shown in RESH related to the presence of journals in international databases will
give also the opportunity of identifying if the publications which have the best score according to expert opinion are also those with greater dissemination or have been selected by the international databases such as WoS or Scopus. In this sense, it would be interesting to observe whether the journals with the best scores for journals belonging to the disciplines with a strong local orientation are covered or not by these 2 Epuc.cchs.csic.es/resh databases and, therefore, probably certain errors might be identified, which often occur in the assessment processes of the output of the humanities and the social sciences when these databases are the only source of information taken into account.
Although expert consultation seems to be a priori the best method for making an approximated assessment of the content quality of journals, such an assessment should be handled carefully due to various reasons. Firstly, the assessment by an expert is, in fact, a perception of quality. This perception is necessarily influenced by the expert's academic life: reading research papers, the degree of participation on advisory or editorial boards, or even the fact of publishing in journals which have assessment processes of papers, as well as the invisible colleges which exist in the various disciplines or subdisciplines of journals. The journal is, like it or not, a part of a network or an invisible college.
In the case of Spain, it has taken time, effort and many research projects to meet the needs of the social sciences and the humanities, evaluating journals with different methods and adapting these to the characteristics of particular disciplines. There is still much to be done and one of the steps to be fulfilled would be to deal with the differences and diversity of publishing habits within a given discipline which is reflected in the publications selected by scholars. Even in the discipline of Economics, a "hard science" in the context of the social sciences, differences are observed and argued.
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